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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set 

forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham y.John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for 

establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1. Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness or 
nonobviousness. 

2. Claims 1-15, 22, and 24, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Das et 
al (US Patent # 6,847,714 Bl; hereinafter Das) in view of Bala (US Patent # 6,798,876 Bl). 

Consider claims 1, 22, and 24, Das clearly shows and discloses a method, a system, and a 
computer-usable medium embodying computer program code for performing operator selection 
comprising: initiating a dialog between a contact and a call handing system (speech sample) (col. 2, lines 
55-58; and figl, label 300); identifying a language variation spoken by the contact (identifying a language 
variation of the contact's speech sample) (col. 2, lines 59-62; and fig. 2, label 304); determining a skill 
level with respect to the language variation for each operator within a set of operators (col. 4, lines 3-13, 
col. 3, lines 14-20; and fig. 2, labels: 306, 308 ) following the initiation of the dialog between the contact 
and the call handling system ( col. 3, lines 51-64; and fig. 2, labels: 300, 308); selecting an operator whose 
skill level in the language variation is above a predetermined value (fig. 4, labels: 410, 414); and 
transferring the dialog with the contact to the operator (col. 3, lines 25-3 1; and col.2, lines 17-20); 
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however, Das does not specifically disclose that the skill level for each operator within the set of 
operators being determined on a real time basis while each operator is engaged in a dialog with a contact 
that has been transferred to that operator . 

In the same field of endeavor, Bala clearly discloses that the skill level for each operator within 
the set of operators being determined on a real time basis while each operator is engaged in a dialog with 
a contact that has been transferred to that operator (col. 6, lines 15-18) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to automatically updating operator profiles with information regarding both the caller 
and operator during the call as taught by Bala in Das ct al, in order to achieve the best result for ranking 
the operator that can best meet the caller's need. 

Consider claims 5, 6, 7, and 8, Das and Bala clearly show that selecting includes: selecting an 
operator with a highest skill level in the language variation (Das: col. 3, line 15-19); queuing the contact 
with a soon to be available operator with a highest skill level in the language variation (Das: col. 3, line 
57-64); selecting an operator whose second language is equal to the language variation of the contact; 
selecting an operator whose cultural background is associated with the language variation of the contact 
(Das: col. 3, line 18-22). 

Consider claim 12, Das and Bala clearly show that initiating includes: initiating dialog between 
the contact and an interactive voice response interface (Das: col. 1, line 44-46). 

Consider claims 13 and 14, Das and Bala clearly show that the language variation is an accent 
variation; and the language variation is a dialect variation (Das: col. 1, line 58-62; col. 3, line 35-39; col. 
8, claim 19). 

Consider claim 15, Das and Bala clearly show that identifying includes; retrieving the contact's 
language variation from a contact database (Das: col. 6, line 26-27). 
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Consider claims 2, Das and Bala clearly show the method, wherein determining includes: the 
following: receiving a self rating from an operator regarding how difficult a dialog was with a contact 
who speaks the language variation; and updating the skill level of the operator using the self rating (Bala: 
col. 3, lines 25-28). 

Consider claim 3, Das and Bala clearly show the method, wherein determining includes defining 
a set of dialog key words indicating communication difficulties; rating an operator based on how many of 
the key words the operator spoke in a dialog with a contact who speaks the language variation (Bala: col. 
3, lines 53-57); and updating the skill level of the operator using the rating (Bala: col. 8, lines 4-7). 

Consider claim 4, Das and Bala clearly show the method, wherein determining includes 
measuring a time an operator spent engaged in a dialog with a contact who speaks the language variation 
(Bala: col. 7, lines 10-11); counting a number of works spoken during the dialog with the contact who 
speaks the language variation; rating the operator based on the time spent and number of words spoken; 
and updating the skill level of the operator using the rating (Bala: col. 8, lines 27-33 ). 

Consider claim 9, Das and Bala clearly show the method, further comprising: generating a report 
on all language variations spoken by contacts calling the call handling system (Bala: col. 8, lines 16-20); 

Consider claim 10, Das and Bala clearly show the method, further comprising: generating a report 
on operator skill levels with respect to a predefined set of language variations (Bala: col. 8, lines 25-30). 

Consider claim 11, Das and Bala clearly show the method, further comprising: generating a report 
on disparities between a number of contacts calling the call handling system and speaking a particular 
language variation and operators skilled in the particular language variation (Bala: col. 4, lines 50-64). 

3. Claims 16, 18, 20, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Das et 
al (US Patent # 6,847,714 Bl; hereinafter Das) in view of Bala (US Patent # 6,798,876 Bl) and further 
in view of Bahler et al (US Patent # 4,896,358; hereinafter Bahler). 
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As per claims 16, 18, 20, and 23, Das and Bala show the language and the accent of a contact is 
automatically determined from a speech sample of the party, and based on the accent the call is sent for 
servicing to a call-center agent (operator) who skilled in the determined accent. 

However, Das and Bala do not specifically disclose that determining includes the following: 
generating a set of confidence scores indicating a likelihood that the contact speaks each 
language variation within a set of language variations; generating an inverse distance weighted 
confidence score for each of the language variations using the confidence score and an inversely 
weighted distance between the contact and each language variation; and associating a language 
variation with the contact if that language variation's inverse distance weighted confidence score 
is above a predetermined value (a highest variation's inverse distance weighted confidence score 
with the contact). 

In the same field of endeavor, Bahler clearly discloses generating a score that indicates the 
likelihood for determining whether the speech contains a valid phrase or keyword as compared to an 
undesirable utterance (abstract, line 7-10); Bahler also discloses that the weighted distance is between the 
segment of speech under consideration (the contact) and a keyword template (language variation) (col. 7, 
line 3-27); comparing set of signals (contact) with keyword templates (language variation) and selecting 
the keyword template having the greatest statistical similarity set of signals (col. 7, line 45-48), Bahler 
discloses the above steps for the purpose of explaining the method of identifying the language and accent 
variation. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include and explain the method for recognize language variation as taught by 
Bahler in Das and Bala, in order to improve the technique of identifying language and accent variation. 
4. Claims 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Das et al (US Patent # 
6,847,714 Bl; hereinafter Das) in view of Bala (US Patent # 6,798,876 Bl), further in view of Bahler 
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et al (US Patent # 4,896,358; hereinafter Bahler ) and further more in view of Mitsa (IEEE 
Instrumentation) 

Das, Bala, and Bahler disclose the claimed invention above but lack teaching of the details for 
calculating the inverse distance weighted confidence score. 

However, Mitsa disclose the calculation details for getting the value of inverse distance weighted 
confidence score for the purpose of simplify the calculation when the data points is large such as language 
variation and images; Mitsa clearly shows generating inverse distance weighted method in formula as in 
equation (2) which shows selecting a first point (a first language variation) as a first origin; 
calculating a distance between the first origin and each other points (other language variation); 
normalizing these distances with respect to the first origin; multiplying each normalized distance 
by its respective confidence score to generate a set of multiplied results; totaling the multiplied 
results to yield an inverse-distance weighted confidence score for the first point (the first 
language variation); selecting a second point (a second language variation) as a second origin; 
and repeating the selecting, calculating, normalizing, multiplying, and totaling for the second 
origin as I points (language variation) in the equation (2) takes the variable from 1 through n. 
(Page 453) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the method of calculating the inverse distance weighted as taught by Mitsa in 
Das and Bahler, in order to achieve the one advantage of inverse distance weighted methods which is 
large number of variations available and be easily modified to meet the specific needs for using this 
method in language and accent variation. 

7. Claims 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Das et al (US Patent # 
6,847,714 Bl; hereinafter Das) in view of Bala (US Patent # 6,798,876 Bl), further in view Bahler et 
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al (US Patent # 4,896,358; hereinafter Bahler) and furthermore in view of Gupta (US Patent # 
6,122,361) 

Das, Bala, and Bahler disclose the claimed invention above but lack specifying the geographical 
location (physical distance) as a distance that is relate to the user (contact) location. 

However, Gupta discloses means for consider a geographical location of the user as a distance for 
the purpose of getting valuable information that can be used as in conjunction with acoustical match 
between the spoken utterance and orthographies in the speech recognition (col. 2, lines 55-67). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the geographical distance as taught by Gupta in Das, Bala, and Bahler, in order 
to improve the accuracy of the speech recognition. 

8. Claims 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Das et al (US Patent # 
6,847,714 Bl; hereinafter Das) in view of Bala (US Patent # 6,798,876 Bl), and further in view of 
Bahler et al (US Patent # 4,896,358; hereinafter Bahler). 

Das and Bala disclose the claimed invention 1 as explained above but lack the teaching of 
claimed invention 16 as explained above. 

However, Bahler discloses the claimed invention 16 as explained above for the purpose of 
applying the specific technique such as generating an inverse distance weighted confidence score to an 
automatic speech recognition system for better functioning. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use these technique as taught by Bahler in Das and Bala, in order to accomplish a 
better performance for automatic speech recognition system. 



Conclusion 
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Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office action. 
Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the 
extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing 
date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action 
is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Amal Zenati whose telephone number is 571-270-1947. The examiner can normally be 
reached on Monday-Friday from 8:00am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Curtis 
Kuntz can be reached on 571- 272- 7499. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-dirert.uspto.gov . Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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June 16, 2008 
/Curtis Kuntz/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2614 



Examiner Amal Zenati 
AU2614,/AmalZenati/ 



